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either because the facilities 
themselves are sensitive or 
because bomb impacts could 
cause collateral damage to sen- 
sitive sites nearby. Confusion 
over which sites should be pro- 
tected and variations in IC 
products and procedures for 
dealing with no-strike data 
make a strong case for stan- 
dardization to reduce the 
danger of costly mistakes dur- 
ing wartime. 2 (U//FOUO) 



No Agreed-Upon 
Definitions (U) 

During Operation ALLIED 
FORCE, intelligence analysts 
had no standard set of guide- 
lines that they could draw on to 
produce the "no-strike data" 
that political and military lead- 
ers needed to make decisions 
on viable targets. Universal 
guides that address the issue of 
protected sites—such as the 
Geneva Conventions, the Inter- 
national Law of Armed Conflict, 
and the Hague Peace Confer- 
ence Articles — were available, 
but not adapted for IC applica- 
tion. : * The Geneva Conventions 
comprise a long series of docu- 
ments prepared in 1949 and the 
validity of the items listed there 
can be debated in today's 



2 This article draws on research and in- 
terviews conducted for a project at the 
Joint Military Intelligence College in the 
spring of 2000. The author reviewed 
more than '100 documents from eight 
agencies and organizations, and inter- 
viewed l6 analysts and officials from 
five agencies. For reasons of privacy, in- 
terviewees are identified only by posi- 
tion. (U) 



world. The International Law of 
Armed Conflict, a compendium 
of papers produced in various 
years, is a more manageable 
length, but does not provide 
many no-strike categories. The 
1907 Hague Peace Conference 
Articles appear to provide the 
most extensive guidance that is 
still relevant today. These docu- 
ments are not easy to find, 
however, despite today's elec- 
tronic media. Moreover, IC 
officials had not distilled infor- 
mation from them either to 
steer collection and database 
building in advance of the 1999 
Balkans conflict or to supply 
practical guidance to analysts 
struggling to provide data on 
no-strike targets under the fast 
pace of war. (U//FOUO) 

US military documents pro- 
vided little help on this 
complex subject, joint Publica- 
tions (JPs) contain the official 
guidance for the US armed 
forces and supporting agencies 
engaged in joint operations and 
training. During Operation 
ALLIED FORCE and several 
years afterward, there were 
106 primary JPs. 4 Of these, 



^ The Geneva Conventions and the 
Hague Articles attempt to set standards 
in the conduct of war, notably with re- 
gard to the humane treatment of persons 
and the proscription of weapons 
deemed cruel. The International Law of 
Armed Conflict addresses the issues of 
combatants vs. non-combatants and le- 
gitimate military targets vs. civilian prop- 
erty. (U) 

4 joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Electronic 
Library, "Joint Publications," no date, 
internet website: http://www.dtic.mil/ 
doctnne/jel/mdex.htrnl, accessed on 
13 January 2000. (U) 



58 held some relevance for no- 
strike targeting — five in the 
Intelligence Series 2-0 and 53 in 
the Operations Series 3-0. Only 
three, however, contained any 
significant information on the 
subject. The two publications 
that best addressed the no-strike 
issue were JP 2-0, Doctrine for 
Intelligence Support, to Joint 
Operations (9 March 2000) and 
JP 3-09, Doctrine for Joint Fire 
Support (12 May 2998)- (U) 

Under the heading "Intelli- 
gence Cycle," JP 2-0 stated that 
''Collection managers will, when 
necessary, nominate 'no-strike ' 
targets." It defined no-strike tar- 
gets as "usually adversary 
entities whose intelligence value 
to future operations may exceed 
the benefit to be gained from 
attacking them." 5 The defini- 
tion, however, did not state 
what comprised the no-strike 
targets, when it might be neces- 
sary to nominate no-strike 
targets, or where such guid- 
ance might be found. TheJP 
was primarily concerned with 
civilian casualties and the possi- 
bility of eliminating key 
intelligence sources by damag- 
ing particular facilities. 6 JP 2-0 
referenced JP 3-09 for "further 
information on 'no-strike' tar- 
gets." 7 JP 3-09 confined no- 
strike issues to the glossary 
where it echoed JP 2-0, by 



5 JP 2-0, Joint Doctrine for intelligence 
Support to Operations (Washington, DC: 
GPO, 5 May 1995), p. i. (U) 

6 SECRET-ievel interview with senior of- 
ficer, Joint Chiefs of Staff Targeting Staff, 
3 April 2000. (U) 

1 TP 2-0. TT-5- (U) 
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defining no-strike targets as 
those targets, designated by a 
commander, vvlio.se "destruc- 
tion would interfere with or 
unduly hamper projected 
friendly military operations or 
friendly relations with indige- 
nous personnel or govern- 
ments." 8 JP 3-09 referenced JP 
1-02, which contained no more 
than the exact definition used in 
JP 3-09- y (U//FOUO) 

Other IPs made reference to 
"Rules of Engagement" and 
"Standard Rules of Engage- 
ment." JP 3-07 — -Joint Doctrine 
for Military Operations Other 
Than Wctr(l6}une 1995)— 
referred both types of rules, 
stating that in military opera- 
tions other than war "political 
considerations permeate all lev- 
els and the military may not be 
the primary player. As a result, 
these operations normally have 
more restrictive rules of engage- 
ment than in war." 10 In this JP, 
no attempt was made to depict 
or define those "rules" or refer- 
ence any particular documents 
to clarify what types of restric- 
tions may be standard. It did 
not provide guidance on no- 
strike facilities. (U/./FOUO) 



H JP 3-09, Doctrine /or foint J-'ire Support 
(Washington, DC: GPO, 12 May 1998), 
GL-8. (U) 

"JF 1-02, Department of Defense Dictio- 
nary of Military and Associated Terms, 
As Amended Through 10 June 1998 
(Washington, DC: GPO, 23 March 1994). 
p- 505. (U) 

10 .IP 3-07, Joint Doctrine for Milirary Op- 
erations Olhtr Than War (Washington, 
DC: GPO, 16 lune 1995). 1-1. (U) 



A review of 20 documents in 
the US Air Force's Intelligence 
Series-l4, and 99 documents in 
its Operations Series-10 showed 
that only one contained signifi- 
cani references to no-strike 
facilities and none served as a 
practical guide." In Air Force 
Pamphlet 14-210 — United States 
Air Force Intelligence Targeting 
Guide (1 February 1998) — 
Chapter 5 stated that a target's 
geographic location could cause 
it not to be selected for strike. A 
target's location in relation to 
cultural features was listed as an 
important consideration. If an 
attack on a target might have 
political repercussions because 
of possible damage to a nearby 
installation or population cen- 
ter, the target might not receive 
strike approval. 12 Under "Target 
Validation," the Air Force pam- 
phlet discussed no-fire lisis, 
prohibited lists, protected lists, 
and collateral damage risks — 
these were the most extensive 
lists found in Air Force litera- 
ture. Here, as in the 
international conventions and 
laws regarding no-strike param- 
eters, the pamphlet stated that 
international law does not pre- 
clude targets from attack even 
when the possibility of collat- 
eral damage exists. However, 
the degree of military advan- 
tage gained by the attack must 
be considered in proportion to 



11 United States Air Force, Air Force Pub- 
lications; Electronic: Publications, no 
date, internet website: http://www.at- 
pul js.hq.af.mil/pubs/publ isl.asp.htm I, 
accessed on 6 April 2000. (U.) 
r - US Air Force Pamphlet 14-210, Chap- 
ter 5, "Target Development." (U) 



the possible damage such an 
attack may cause. 13 Chapter 4 of 
the Air Force pamphlet briefly 
discussed the types of guid- 
ance available and general 
objectives. T( suggested that the 
International Law of Armed 
Conflict, .Rules of Engagement, 
and command guidance be con- 
sulted. In Attachment 4, the 
pamphlet covered targeting and 
international law and focused 
on the immunity of civilians. Tt 
also referenced the Geneva 
Conventions and the Plague 
Peace Conference. The content 
remained at a high level of gen- 
erality, however, and provided 
no concrete guidance for intelli- 
gence support on no-strike 
targeting. (U/7TOUO) 



No One in Charge (U) 

With no solid doctrinal founda- 
tion, intelligence agencies took 
independent approaches to 
developing, handling, and pre- 
senting data on no-strike 
targets. Defense Intelligence 
Agency (DIA) Director Vice 
Adm. Thomas Li. Wilson has 
written that ''no-strike 
lists., .[were] an area not tradi- 
tionally included in [DIA's] 
database structures but one that, 
has become increasingly impor- 
tant in an era of urban 



lJ US Air Force, Targeting Process. S Oc- 
tober 1998, Inlelink site: 
http://www.497ig.aia.ic.gov/larget/pro- 
ces.s/objguid/obj_lyp] .html, accessed on 
31 March 2000. (U//FOUO) 
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warfare." 14 This statement could 
apply to the entire no-strike tar- 
get support process in the IC — 
existing procedures were unco- 
ordinated and ineffective in 
keeping pace with the increase 
in urban area conflicts. 
(U//FOUO) 



(b)(1) 
(b)(3) 



u Thomas R. Wilson, Vice Admiral, USN, 
"From The Director: Focus On Attacking 
The Database Problem," Communique 
12, no. 2 (March/April 2000), p. 1. (U) 

15 SECRET-level interview with produc- 
tion manager, National imagery and 
Mapping Agency, 20 December 3999- 
(U) 

16 For example, should schools for adult 
vocational or military training be off lim- 
its, or only schools for children? Should 
hotels containing diplomatic presence 
be treated as diplomaticJaciiiiies- 
lodging places? See, / 



(b)(3) 
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absence of an estabiished 
approach, a senior analyst 
would train new recruits on the 
job. Training apparently con- 
sisted of the identification of 
certain cultural and geographic 
features of the area. Asked how 
analysts knew what features to 
designate as "no-strike," an 
interviewee responded that they 
looked for places and facilities 
that might contain significant 
numbers of civilians. This 
method automatically excluded 
cemeteries and historical monu- 
ments, which are protected 
under the International Law of 
Armed Conflict, and additional 
potential targets covered by the 
Geneva Conventions, such as 
ambulances and drinking water 
facilities. 18 (S) 



(b)(1) 
(b)(3) 



"(b)(3)" 



IH US Air Force, Targeting Process; De- 
partment of the Army, Convention for 
the Amelioration of the Condition of the 
Wounded and Sick in Armies in the 
Field, 6 July 1906, Geneva, Intelmk site; 
http://www2.army.ucom.ic.gov/ace/ 
sng!sorc/o()is/opensource/archive/200G/ 
icrc_balkans/62791e65a370890ac!2564l 
e00369e45-OpenDocument.html, 
accessed on 31 March 2000. (U//FOUO) 
19 SECRET-level interview with senior of- 
ficer. Joint Chiefs of Staff Targeting Staff, 
3 April 2000. (U) 

10 use 

424 



facilities. Beyond that, the J2T 
relied on the judgment of indi- 
vidual IC analysts to refine the 
categories and decide which 
targets to put on the no-strike 
list. 20 (S) 

A Theater Commander-in-Chief 
(CINC) is authorized to provide 
"guidance on targets that may 
not be engaged under the law 
of war or applicable rules of 
engagement." 21 Normally, a 
CINC would pass guidance to 
the J2, who then would man- 
age/ monitor/ disseminate 
targeting information to sup- 
porting IC agencies. During 
Operation ALLIED FORCE, 
however, the CINC's staff com- 
municated directly with the 
Joint Warfare Analysis Center by 
briefing the JWAC liaison officer 
at Theater Headquartej^_orby__. 
calling JWAC analysts] 



(b)(1) 



The CIA's involvement in mili- 
tary targeting during the 
Balkans conflict was extremely 
limited. It did not enter informa- 
tion into no-strike databases or 
review areas under consider- 
ation for placement on the no- 
strike list. Once a target was 



(b)(3) 
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selected for bombing, the CIA : 
like other IC agencies, was 
charged with contributing any 
additional relevant information 
during the final target valida- 
tion process. An interview with 
a CIA analyst who worked on 
the Balkans conflict did not 
yield evidence of standard oper- 
ating procedures or no-strike 
designation criteria at that 
agency. The accidental bomb- 
ing of the Chinese Embassy 
stemmed from the one-time- 
only selection and processing of 
a target by a CIA employee 
Inexperienced with targeting 
procedures and an IC target val- 
idation process that failed to 
recognize that the building 
thought to be the Yugoslav Fed- 
eral Supply Building was in fact 
an embassy. (S//NF) 



Working Toward a No-Strike 
Definition (U) 

The Balkans conflict pointed 
out the need for a common 
understanding of no-strike tar- 
geting. In the spring of 2000, 
the author worked with 
21 experts from five organiza- 
tions — NT MA, DIA, J2T, JWAC, 
and CIA — to create working 
standards for identifying no- 
strike targets. The Delphi 
method—a structured means of 
arriving at a group decision- 
was used. This approach can be 
effective when little scientific 
knowledge or few facts sur- 
round an issue. 22 The process 
began with the completion of a 
questionnaire about types of 
targets by the IC experts. An 
administrator next consolidated 



the responses and then resent 
the questionnaire, modified to 
include new facility types sug- 
gested during the first round. 
Participants also were given the 
overall rating for each ques- 
tion, his/her original response 
to each question, and space to 
change answers, if desired. This 
process was repeated several 
times until the responses were 
stable. At the end, the adminis- 
trator determined die "group 
position" by averaging the 
responses. « (U//FOUO) 

The interagency group came to 
agreement on 42 types of facili- 
ties that might be considered 
sensitive, and therefore appro- 
priate for a potential no-strike 
list. They rejected seven as 
insufficiently sensitive to qual- 
ify. (See chart on page 5-) 
Senior leaders could use such a 
generic list to tailor a no-target 
set for the unique political and 
military objectives of a specific 
conflict. (U//FOUO) 



A Parade of Products CU) 

Three IC agencies— NIMA, DIA, 
and JWAC— prepared nine types 
of products related to no-strike 



targeting in Serbia and Kosovo 
in 1999- (U) 



27 The Illinois Institute of Technology, 
-'The Delphi Method: Definition and His- 
torical Background," no date, internet 
website; http://www.itt.edu/it/ 
Delphi. htmi, accessed on 2 August 2000. 
CU) 

2i Web Dictionary) oj'Cyberkinetics and 
Systems, no date, internet website: 
hitp// www. pespmcl.vub.ac.be/ ACS/ 
Delphi__mtho.html, accessed on 
2 August 2000. (U) 




(b)(1) 
(b)(3) 



M SECRET-level interview with produc- 
tion manager, National Imagery' and 
Mapping Agency, 20 December 1999. 
(U) 
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names: a native name, a name 
provided by NIMA, and the 
MJDB name. NIMA's spread- 
sheets and some of the CIGs, 
for example, gave only the 
native names for areas and 
places, whereas a search of the 
MIDB could have yielded an 
anglicized name as a second 
reference point. Failing to cross 
check and moving ahead on the 
assumption that only one name 
exists can lead to military mis- 
takes. During Operation 
DESERT STORM in the Persian 
Gulf, for example, confusion 
over names resulted in troops 
being exposed to chemical 
agents at the Khamisiyah stor- 
age facility. 3° (S) 

Like place names, the existence 
of multiple BE numbers is a 
common occurrence, and one 
thai can lead to significant con- 
fusion if not cross checked and 
clearly marked. In some 
instances during Operation 
ALLIED FORCE, JWAC analysts 
requested an image of a 
specific location only to receive 
photos of different installations 
with the same BE number. The 
lack of clarity caused the ana- 
lysts to delay support to military 
operations until the conflicting 



30 IC and military databases contained 
different names and data for the storage 
facility. The troops responsible for secur- 
ing the site received information from a 
database that did not identify the pres- 
ence of chemical rounds, leaving the in- 
dividuals sent to destroy the munitions 
vulnerable. Persian Gulf War Illness Task 
Force, lessons Learned: Intelligence Sup- 
port on Chemical and Biological War- 
fare During the Gulf War and on 
Veterans' Illness issues, December 1997, 
p. 11. CU) 



No product appeared to 

have used cross- 
verification for names 
and BE numbers. 



information could be resolved. 51 
Even in cases where multiple 
databases do not yield different 
names or BE numbers, the fact 
that searches have been made 
should be noted on the 
products. (S) 

More encouraging, the six TC 
graphic products were 100 per- 
cent in accordance with four of 
the six graphic-specific criteria 
established by the interagency 
group. Standard presentation 
approaches were already in use 
for depicting the scale and 
orientation of the imagery, the 
use of North arrows, and the 
designation of area and point 
features. For the two areas not 
in accordance, area features 
were outlined in black or white 
lines only 20 percent of the 
time, and a single leaderline 
from a facility name to the cen- 
ter of the point feature was 
used only 40 percent of the 
time. The methods of outlining 
area features varied among the 
products, from different colors 
to different line styles (solid, 
dashed, dotted). For point fea- 
tures, leaderlines did not always 
point to the center of the facil- 
ity. Since the group of analysts 
agreed that the coordinates 



given on a graphic should indi- 
cate the center of the area or 
facility, the leaderline should 
also point to the center of the 
target. Because these are mat- 
ters of presentational style, IC 
analysts should be able to bring 
their graphics into line with the 
proposed standards with rela- 
tively little difficulty. 
(U//FOUO) 



Looking Ahead (U) 

The benefits from standardiza- 
tion are clear. The IC needs to 
take corrective steps before fur- 
ther crises occur. The 
development of a basic no- 
strike target list could allow 
rapid tailoring by the Joint Task 
Force, the President, or other 
leaders when a new conflict 
looms. Although some of the 
no-strike work for Operation 
ALLIED FORCE was done prior 
to the initial bombings, national 
databases contained insuffi- 
cient data and graphics to meet 
targeting needs. 32 Interagency 
agreement on the contents of 
no-strike target databases would 
encourage proactive popula- 
tion of the files and trigger 
collection to fill data gaps 
before the information becomes 



(b)(3) 



"(b)(3)" 



non Leob, "To See and Not Been Seen: 
Behind the Grids of the National imag- 
ery and Mapping Agency [NIMAl-Two 
Overseas Incidents Popped Agency's 
Bubble of Invisibility/' The Washington 
Post, 10 July 1999, Intelink site: ht-' 
ip://delphi, dia.ic.gov/admin/EARLY- 
BIRD/990712/19990712see.htm!, 
accessed on 4 April 2000. (U) 
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critical in wartime. Standardiz- 
ing formats for no-strike 
products would reduce ihc 
potential for confusion that can 
undermine confidence in the 
TC, cause operational delays, 
and risk serious military errors. 
(U//FOUO) 



By identifying weaknesses in 
the past, this article hopes to 
establish ground rules for the 
future. Despite the complexity 
of (he topic, interagency groups 
at the working level have dem- 
onstrated that progress can be 
made toward a common under- 
standing. The foundation exists 



for IC leaders and analysts to 
integrate experiences from the 
current war on terrorism to 
enrich and refine definitions, 
procedures, and products to 
provide the best support possi- 
ble to no-strike targeting in the 
future. (U//FOUO) 
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